
















































































Normal Production on Soil Bank Land

Reference was made earlier to estimates
prepared by the Commodity Stabilization
Service of normal production on cropland
in the Soil Bank. They may be considered
estimates of how much larger crop produc-
tion would have been in recent years with-
out Soil Bank programs if it is assumed
that normal production on cropland not in
the Soil Bank also would actually have been
realized.

Estimates of
in the acreage

normal production for land
reserve are expressed as
percentages of actual production in 1956,
1957, and 1958 in table 15. They show that
production of wheat, corn, and cotton would
have been much larger in 1957 and 1958 if
acreages of these crops had not been re-
duced. For the 3 years that the Acreage
Reserve Program was in effect, estimated
normal production on land in the program
was equivalent to 9 percent of the actual
production of the six allotment crops and
to nearly 5 percent of the actual production
of all crops.

Estimates of normal crop production for
land in the conservation reserve show
that production of feed grains, soybeans,
flaxseed, and wheat would have been sub-

stantially larger if cropland in the con-
servation reserve had been used to grow
crops (table 16), Total value of normal
crop production at prevailing farm prices
on all land in the program was equivalent
to 4.5 percent of the total farm value of
all crops produced in 1960, Yield estimates
for cropland in the conservation reserve
averaged about 30 percent lower than those
realized on all cropland in 1960,

Total normal production of cropland in the
Soil Bank is expressed as percentages of
total value of actual crop production and
total acreage of cropland used in the
tabulation that follows:

Percentage of Percentage of
total crop total cropland

Year production used
1956......... 1.4 3.7
1957...... 7.2 7.7
1958.......... 8.7 7.7
1959.......... 3.7 6.2
1960.......... 4.5 8.0

In each year except 1958, percentage
reductions in cropland were greater than
percentage reductions in crop production.
In 1958, a large part of the acreage in the

TABLE 15.--Estimates of normal production on cropland in the acreage reserve expressed as
percentages of actual crop production, 1956, 1957, and 19581

1956-58

Crop 1956 1957 1958 average

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Wheat..ooo... cecesesescesessesesssasenee 2.7 18.4 8.0 9.4
(670 o o PR ceceenenes 3.3 9.6 13.0 8.8
COttONeeeesessosessoessvecascsasscssnns 1.9 18.2 26.1 14.7
RicEiiiiieeeeeeeeesssssssnssnnnns ceesene .9 14.0 13.5 9.1
TODACCO.seeesseetsessccsssssscsosccasssnnss 1.1 5.6 7.9 4.6
PEaNULS® . s e evereernnnnnessonnonnsonennens 8 (3 (2) .3
Total, 6 CTOPS e.euueeeeeeesonneeeeanns 2.5 12.5 13.2 9.2
Total, 79 B3 ) - R 1.4 6.2 7.0 4.8

1 Computed from estimates by the Soil Bank Division, Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service of normal production on acreages in the acreage reserve and from esti-
mates of actual crop production by the U.S. Agricultural Marketing Service.

2 The program did not apply.

3 Total farm value at current prices of normal production on cropland in the acreage
reserve expressed as percentages of actual farm value of the 6 crops and of 79 crops as
reported by Crop Values, Seasonal Average Prices Received by Farmers and Value of Crop

Production (5).
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TABLE 16.--Estimated normal production on cropland in the conservalltion reserve expressed
as percentage of actual production, 1957-60

1957-60

Crop 1957 1958 1959 1960 average

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Wheate.eeeeoeeoesesssssacssces 1.0 1.2 4.1 5.6 2.7
COTNevesosososssssossnancconce 1.0 1.5 3.5 4.9 3.0
BaArley.eseeesscosocessoasccns 2.2 3.8 7.7 11.0 6.1
08LSeeeeeececooscssssccsssons 2.9 5.1 10.3 14.5 7.6
Sorghum grain...eeeeeceeceees 9.5 14.5 22.0 22.8 16.8
SOYDEANS . ceesseocssocscossons 1.5 1.2 3.4 4.1 2.4
Flaxseed..eeseeoescssosscscnes 3.0 6.1 12.6 15.5 8.9
Hay.oeeoeeonn ceceseancssee e .6 1.2 5.3 7.0 3.8
Total, 79 Crops®..eeeeecess 1.0 1.7 3.7 4.8 2.9

1 Computed from estimates by the Soil Bank Division, Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, of normal production on acreages in the conservation reserve and from
estimates of actual crop production. 1960 figures are preliminary.

2 Total farm value at current prices of normal production on cropland in the conservation
reserve expressed as percentage of actual farm value of 79 crops as reported by Crop
Values, Seasonal Average Prices Received by Farmers and Value of Crop Production (5).

Soil Bank was allotment land that would
have beenusedto grow cotton, corn, tobacco,
rice, and wheat, These crops have relatively
high values per acre compared with values
for other crops.

Inputs of labor, fertilizer, mechanical
power, and other items used in farming
would have been larger if total crop pro-
duction and acreages of cropland used had
been larger by the percentages indicated
above. Additional resources for marketing
and storage also would have been required.
The additional production would have caused
lower farm prices wunless it had been
moved into storage at price-supportlevels.
Government costs of farm price-support
programs would have been larger.

Government costs for rental payments
may be compared with value of normal
crop production on land in the Soil Bank
to obtain estimates of value of production
reduced or avoided per dollar of rental
payment. Estimates of normal production
are valued at actual farm prices.

In the case of the acreage reserve, crop
production was reduced by $1.70 for each
dollar of rental payment in 1956-58 (table
17). In 1958, the value of crop production
was reduced nearly $2 for each $1 of rental
payment. Reductions per dollar of payment
were largest for tobacco and rice, which
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require relatively large cash costs relative
to total costs for farm production.

In the case of the conservation reserve,
reductions in value of crops produced per
dollar of rental payment averaged as fol-
lows:

1957 cieieieeraninnnnnes .. $3.19
1958, iciteiececennnnnneees 3,72
1959......... crereeeenenes 2,77
1960........ ceceretsiennas 2.80
1957-60 average...... 2.92

These estimates indicate that average
reductions per dollar of rental payment
were larger for the conservation reserve
than for the acreage reserve. They show
also that average value of crop production
reduced per dollar of rental payment de-
creased after 1958 when rental rates under
the conservation reserve were increased.

Programs that are successful inprevent-
ing or avoiding crop production reduce
Government costs for price-support ac-
quisitions. In recent years, Government
price-support losses on acquisitions of
wheat and corn have exceeded amounts paid
to farmers for these crops (table 18), Ac-
cording to estimates for the 1959 fiscal
year, for example, Government price-sup-
port losses on acquisitions averaged $2.70



TABLE 17.--Estimates of reduction in value of crop production per dollar of rental payment
achieved by the Acreage Reserve Program

Crop 1956 1957 1958 1956-58

average

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
Wheat. . e enonceoonnnons 1.21 1.46 1.95 1.57
0703 o o .81 1.88 1.96 1.62
[ 1 7 T ) o 1.39 2.40 1.77 1.77
RiCEiuiurietinernnsreceencoecennnnssnoons 1.57 1.98 2.35 2.11
TODECCO e e veesssessensssesssencascnonns 2.02 2.93 3.12 2.91
PeanUlS. s eeeireeeeeeereenenoeennossssnsns 2.35 - -- 2.35
Total, 6 CrOPS.seecsseessessenceencnns .98 1.74 1.93 1.70

1 Computed from estimates by the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, of
normal production on acreages in the acreage reserve and from data on rental payments on
land in this program. Estimates of normal production on cropland in the acreage reserve

were valued at current farm prices.

TABLE 18.--Estimated Government price-support losses on acquisitions, selected

commodities, 1957-591

Losses per unit acquired
Commodity Unit
1957 1958 1959
Dollars Dollars Dollars
COTNe e esosssscssssnsssonnsnnsonnones Bushel 2.03 1.99 1.75
Wheat..veeereeoneereoesneosnensssennnns do. 2.89 2.71 2.70
Cotton, upland....ceeeeeeereneennennnns Bale 31.52 43,64 39.48
RicCeiiieereeseensenoseeessonocsassconns Cwt. 2.33 2.13 2.07
= = Bushel 77 77 .66
BAr ey eeeeoeeoonosssesossnssessscnnnnss do. 1l.64 l.62 1.46
SOYbEaANS e v tevteesesscesssssssnsennnas do. R .74 .50
Grain SOrghum...esevevescsccoeosssccces Cwt. 2.13 2.10 1.79
Flaxseede.eeoeeeeseeeoosssonoecsssscnns Bushel .97 .84 b

1 Computed from Congressional Record (2). Losses are costs to the Government of commodities
acquired at price-support rates plus added costs for storage, handling, transportation, and
interest until final disposition less returns to the Government on commodities disposed of
by the Commodity Credit Corporation under export and domestic sales for dollars and barter

and payment-in-kind export programs.

per bushel for wheat and $1.75 for corn,
or substantially more than the national
average price-support rates of $1.81 for
wheat and $1.36 for corn from 1958 crops.
For most other crops, price-supportlosses
amounted to more than half the amount the
Government paid for these crops.

Conservation Accomplishments Important

Conservation, as well as production ad-
justment, was an important objective of
the conservation reserve. Establishment
and maintenance of a conservation cover
where none existed on cropland placed
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under the program was required. Other
approved conservation practices included
measures for wildlife and water conserva-
tion.*

Contracts in force in July 1960, including
those entered into in previous years, called
for establishment with governmental cost
share assistance of grass or legume cover
on a little more than 19 million acres
(table 19), Most of this cover has been
established. Much of it is in the Great
Plains, although there are large acreages
in the Southeast and ILake States. In addi-
tion, more than 7 million acres in the pro-
gram alreadyhadacceptable cover or willbe
established in grass at no cost to the
Government.

Tree plantings under the conservation
reserve are larger than those under any
other program in the Nation's history.
Existing contracts call for about 2.2 million
acres to be planted to trees for erosion
control, watershed protection, shelterbelts,
or forestry purposes. Except where plant-

4Observations in this section are based mainly on Supplemental
Report of the Secretary of Agriculture on the 1960 Soil Bank Con-
servation Reserve Program Enlarging Preliminary Report of
July 13, 1961 (10).

ing stock was not available, this planting
was largely completed during 1961. All
tree-planting contracts are for a l0-year
period, and no trees may be harvested for
the life of the contract. Tree-planting ac-
tivity has been greatest in the Southeast,
particularly in Georgia and South Carolina.

Land planted to grass and trees is an
important source of feed and shelter for
wildlife. In addition, the Conservation Re-
serve Program provided for specific wild-
life cover practices under which cover and
food plots for game are planted on the
retired acreage. Contracts in effect in 1960
call for about 305,000 acres of wildlife
cover of this type.

Ponds have been built on conservation
reserve land for water conservation and
fishing. Farm owners have contracted to
build nearly 7,000 ponds covering approxi-
mately 14,600 acres. These ponds help to
protect land by trapping water and retard-
ing runoff. They cannot be used for irr.-
gation since this might interfere with the
production-adjustment objectives of the
program.

The conservation reserve also provided
for wetland and marsh management prac-
tices, under whichbottom land or marshland

TABLE 19.-- Conservation cover with Government cost-sharing assistance required under
contracts in force, July 15, 1960, and estimated Government cost-share p:.:JLymentsl

Conservation cover required by contracts Estimated
Region? Grass and - . Flooded Government
legume Trees Ponds Wéigi';jfe for cozt-zgire

cover wildlife payments

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

acres acres acres acres acres dollars
Northeasteeeeeess 237 104 1 7 0 7,377
lake States...... 1,537 88 0 6 0 12,030
Corn Belteieeesss 1,492 17 6 31 3 21,577
Appalachian...... 652 179 3 3 1 12,882
SoutheasSteeeesons 663 1,438 1 5 2 20,374
Delta States..... 549 251 4 2 2 5,344
Southern Plains.. 4,372 68 0 98 0 30,206
Northern Plains.. 5,847 10 0 90 1 39,576
Mountain.eeeeeses 3,247 4 0 1 0 13,429
PacifiCeeececsnas 420 10 0 62 3 3,822
United States.. 19,016 2,169 15 305 12 166,617

1 Data pertain to all contracts in force on July 15, 1960, that were entered into during
1956-60. Most of the conservation cover required by contracts had been established by the

end of 1960.
2 See footnote 1, table 11.
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that has been drained and cropped is flooded
for water and wildlife conservation. Con-
tracts called for nearly 600 such structures
covering a total of more than 12,000 acres.

Government costs of establishing con-
servation uses have been relatively low.
In 1960, for example, the Government cost
share averaged only a little more than $5
per acre for establishing grass or legume
cover and a little less than $10 per acre for
establishing trees (table 20)., Farm owners
have paid a large part of the costs of es-
tablishing cover. They pay all costs of
maintaining the cover, except that if cover
is destroyed by natural disaster the Gov-
ernment usually pays 25 percent of the
reestablishment cost.

Experience has shown that a cover satis=
factory for conservation purposes can be
established at less than the usual cost of
establishing stands of grass for use as
pasture and hayland. Since the primary
purpose is to hold fertility and prevent
wind and water erosion, lighter seeding
and less use of fertilizer produces accept-
able cover. In many instances, adequate
cover is achieved through self seeding or
volunteer action at no cost to either the
farmer or the Government., New land placed
in the conservation reserve in 1960 obli-
gated the Government for an average of
only $4.34 per acre for establishment of
conservation cover., This land was con-
tracted for an average of 7.26 years per
acre so the average cost to the Government
is only 60 cents per acre per year.

Gradual release of land in the conserva-
tion reserve as contracts expire will raise
problems concerning the future use of this
land. The situation at the end of each year
apparently will develop about as follows:

Contracts
remaining

Contracts

Year expiring

Mil. acres Mil. acres

1960 uiiieieniinnnnnns 0.1 28.3
1961.cieeiiinnnnnnnnns 2.5 25.8
1962...cciiiuniennnn.. 1.3 24.5
1963..iiiinnnnnnen, 6.8 17.7
1964..ciiiviinnnnnn. 3.4 14.3
1965, icieiinieinnnn. .6 13.7
1966.ciiuiiicninnnnns 2.3 11.4
1967..uuiviiinennnnnns 1.7 9.7
1968...ceieininennnnn. 6.1 3.6
1969, ceiiiiiniinnnnne 3.6 0.0

All of this land will have been protected
with vegetative cover for several years,
and the production potential of some of it
may be improved. The 2.2 million acres
planted to trees probably will be per-
manently removed from crop use. Nearly
9 million acres in the Great Plains will
have been returned to native grasses and
much may remain out of cropuse.However,
much of the remaining acreage in the con-
servation reserve may come back into
crop use when contracts expire. Unless con-
servation reserve land is kept in conserva-
tion cover, it may become an important
source of future surplus crop production.

TABLE 20.-- New uses established on conservation reserve land and Government payments to
cover a share of the cost of establishing these uses, 1960

Cost-sh Pa; t

New use Acreage st-share ymen 2

payment per acre

1,000 1,000

acres dollars Dollars

Grass and legUmMES. euveeveeeesacssecsccennennns 4,159.5 21,010 5.05
TrEeS et teeeeeeresseassoeennesoennnsioennnsnnns 526.2 5,137 9.76
PONAS e et etaneesossanoeeeeoenensanneoennnennns 1.0 277 285.48
Wildlife COVEIeeeeeroesosennasesnsaascnonnnnes 102.1 771 7.55
Shallow f1OOGIMNE. eesseseeceeeeseeensnncesnnass 2.2 36 15.92
TOALeeuerunrneeeiesiinnnnnnneneeennnnnnnees | 4,791.0 27,231 5.68

1 Data are for 1960 calendar year.
established at no cost to the Government,
1960 because of failure of cover to get es

2 Computed from unrounded data.
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THE CONSERVATION RESERVE IN
SELECTED AREAS

The Conservation Reserve Program dif-
fered from other acreage-control programs
in that it was designed to help farm people
make long-term adjustments in theirfarm-
ing operations and improve conservation of
natural resources. The provisions for re-
tiring parts of farms or whole farm units
from crop production for 3 to 10 years
made the program an attractive alternative
to many farm owners who wanted to reduce
the size of their farming operations or to
discontinue crop production. Removal of
whole farm units under long-term contracts
was expected to remove labor, machinery,
and other resources from farm use. The
conservation reserve was also expected
to have much more permanent effects on
farm productionand resource use than would
acreage-allotment and acreage reserve
programs under which land was diverted
from one use to another or was retired
from use for only one year.

Findings from two groups of studies of
the effects of the Conservation Reserve
Program on individual farms are reported
upon here, Findings from the first group,
made in 1957, are described only brieflyas
they have been reported in detail else-
where.®? The second group of studies, made
in 1959, is discussed here in greater detail.

Findings From 1957 Studies

Altogether, more than 1,000 farm op-
erators were interviewed in study areas
in six different States in 1957. About half
of them were participating in the conserva-
tion reserve. For the country as a whole,
only about 1.5 percent of the total cropland
area was in the conservation reserve in
1957, but comparable percentages were
higher for the study areas.

It was concluded that the Conservation
Reserve Program was helping farmers
make adjustments they had wanted to make
and was speeding adjustments that hadbeen
in progress. The program was especially
attractive to farm owners who wanted
assured incomes from their cropland and
who wanted to conserve and build up their
soil resources. Annual rental payments
under the program usually represented a
reasonable return on investment in land.

5See, The Conservation Reserve Program of the Soil Bank,
Effects in Selected Areas, 1957 (11).
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However, the payments were not large
enough to compensate farmers for reduc-
tions in earnings of labor, machinery, and
other resources which took place when
land was put in the program.

Participation was influenced by many
things in addition to payment rates. Some
older farmers used the program to allow
them to retire and still get income from
their land. Others found it advantageous
to put land in the program and take a job
full or part time off the farm. Some op-
erators of large farms utilized the program
to reduce both the size of their farming
operations and their need for hired labor.
In most of the study areas, participants
were older than nonparticipants, more of
them had nonfarm jobs, and more of them
lived off their farms.

Most farmers not participating in the
program said they needed all their cropland
to operate efficiently. Many had small
farms and enough machinery and labor to
operate larger units; some said they would
like to add land to their farms and thereby
increase their incomes. Much higher pay-
ment rates would have been necessary to
make participation profitable for mostfarm
operators who worked full time on their
farms. The national payment rate averaged
only $10 per acre in 1957 for land that had
been used to grow Soil Bank base crops
(most crops other than hay) and $3 per acre
for cropland that had been in hay or other
forage uses.

Studies Made in 1959

Important changes in the Conservation
Reserve Program were made beginning in
1959, when the Acreage Reserve Program
was discontinued in order to make more
attractive the inclusion of whole farm units
and of more productive land. Basic rental
rates were increased to $13.50 per acre,
or by 35 percent, anda 10-percent premium
was added to the rental rate when all eligible
cropland on a farm was placed in the pro-
gram. Studies made in 1959 were designed
to help learn about the effects of these
changes in addition to providing more
complete information about effects of the
program in additional areas.

In 1959, nearly 1,500 farm owners or
operators were interviewed in study areas
located in five States. Nearly two-thirds
had land in the conservation reserve (table
21). Some participants had contracts be-
ginning in earlier years--1956, 1957, or



TABLE 21.--Participation in conservation reserve, study areas, 19591

. . Participation in conservation
Farm owners interviewed
reserve, 1959
Study area Non- Percentage | Percentage Rental
Partici- - s of crop- ir. whole rate
patici- X R 4
pants land in rarm per acre
pants 2 L3
program units
. Number Number Percent Percent Dollars
Maine: —_—
ArooStOOKe eeeeeeosceceoccnns 124 46 17 83 11.90
Franklin and Kennebec...... 101 42 8 79 6.90
Georgia:
Piedmont®eeeeeeeeeneaeeecns 176 65 12 7, 12.07
Coastal Plain®......cvveees 160 60 18 41 11.43
Iowa: South Central7......... 153 132 6 84 14.86
Nebraska: 4 counties®........ 103 63 8 66 10.69
New Mexico:
Curry and Roosevelt...eeee. 9% 64 41 64 9.05
TOrTranCCeccseseesscescssscsnee 69 20 73 70 5.74%

1 Field surveys were made late in 1958 or 1959 and included new participants in 1959.
Detailed reports on these studies have been published or are being prepared for publica-

tion as follows: The Conservation Reserve of the Soil Bank in Maine .

vation Reserve Program in Georgia .

.(1); The Conser-

. (3); The Conservation Reserve Program in New Mex-

ico (4); and Butcher, W. R. and Rigler, L_.-, The 1959 Conservation Reserve Program in Iowa

(in process).

2 percentage that cropland in the conservation reserve was of all cropland reported by

the 1954 Census of Agriculture.

3 Percentage that cropland in the conservation reserve on farms with all eligible land
in program are of all cropland in the conservation reserve.
4 Payment rate per acre for all land in program.

s Elbert, Henry, and Meriwether Counties.
6 Dodge, Jefferson, and laurens Counties.

7 Appanoose, Clarke, Decatur, Lucas, Monroe, Ringgold, Union, and Wayne Counties.
8 Franklin, Johnson, Pawnee, and Webster Counties.

1958. Field interviews were completed be-
fore the 1960 program was initiated and no
new participants in 1960 were included in
the surveys.

For the country as a whole, approxi-
mately 5 percent of the total cropland
area was in the conservation reserve in
1959. Extent of participation varied widely
among study areas. Cropland in the pro-
gram in 1959 expressed as a percentage
of all cropland reported by the 1954 Census
of Agriculture was only 6 percent in south-
central Iowa as compared with 73 percent
in Torrance County and 41 percentinCurry
and Roosevelt Counties, N, Mex. There
were also large differences among study
areas in the proportion of all land in the

program accounted for by participants who
put all eligible cropland on their farms in
the program. The percentage varied from
83 percent in Aroostook County, Maine, to
41 percent in the Coastal Plain of Georgia,
Rental-payment rates varied fromless than
$6 per acre in Torrance County, N. Mex.,
to nearly $15 per acre in south-central
Iowa.

The study areas differ widely withregard
to types of farming. Important features
of agriculture in each area are described
briefly here. The data are mainly from the
1954 Census of Agriculture.

Aroostook County, Maine.--In 1954, farms
in Aroostook County averaged about 200
acres in size. Nearly 90 percent were
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classified as commercial as compared with
about 50 percent for the rest of the State.
Potatoes accounted for nearly a third of the
harvested cropland and for about 90 per-
cent of all cash farm receipts. Other crops
included hay and small grain. The total
value of farm products sold per farm
averaged nearly $15,000. Net farm incomes
in this county are highly variable, chiefly
because of the wide fluctuations in prices
received for potatoes.

Franklin and Kennebec Counties, Maine,-~-
In 1954, farms in these counties averaged
about 150 acres in size. Only 45 percent
were classified as commercial units; more
than half were part-time or residential units.
About half the farm operators worked off
their farms 100 or moredays. Livestock and
livestock products accounted for nearly 90
percent of the farm products sold. Hay and
small grain were the main crops. Only 30
percent of the land in farms was cropland.

Piedmont, Georgia.--In 1954, farms in
the Georgia Piedmont averaged about 115
acres in size. Nearly 60 percent were com-
mercial and a little more than 40 percent
were part-time or residential units. Athird
of the farm operators worked 100 or more
days at nonfarm jobs in 1954, compared
with less than 10 percent in 1940. Cotton,
corn, and small grain were the major crops.
Only about a fourth of the land in farms
was harvested. The rest was chiefly wood-
land and pasture.

Coastal Plain, Georgia.--In 1954, farms
in the Georgia Coastal Plain averaged
about 192 acres in size. Nearly 75 percent
were classified as commercial and about
25 percent as part-time or residential
units. Only 20 percent of the farm operators
worked off their farms 100 or more days.
Cotton, corn, and small grain were the
major crops. Nearly 40 percent of the
land in farms was in harvested crops.

South-central Iowa.--In 1954, more than
85 percent of the farms in this area were
classified as commercial. Farms averaged
about 200 acres in size. Corn accounted
for more than 40 percent of all crops har-
vested. Other important crops were soy-
beans, oats, and hay. Only about half the
land in farms was in harvested crops;
about half was in permanent and rotation
pasture. Cattle and hogs were the major
livestock enterprises.

Four counties, Nebraska.-~In 1954, farms
in these counties averaged 364 acres, about
a third larger than in 1940. Nearly 95
percent were classified as commercial
units. Relatively few farm operators had
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nonfarm jobs. Only 9 percent worked 100
or more days off their farms in 1954.
Corn, wheat, other small grains, and hay
were the main crops. About half the land
in farms was in harvested crops and about
half was in pasture. Cattle and hogs were
the main livestock enterprises.

Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New

Mexico.--Because of variable rainfall, crop
yields are highly variable in this area. For
several years preceding initiation of the
Soil Bank Program in 1956, droughts caused
much crop failure and low yields. In 1954,
only 14 percent of the land in farms was
harvested. Irrigated land accounts for much
of the crop production. Grain sorghum and
wheat were the main crops. Most farms
had cattle enterprises, In 1954, farms
averaged about 1,000 acres in size, about
40 percent larger than in 1940. More than
20 percent of the farm operators worked
100 or more days off their farms.

Torrance County, New Mexico.--Rainfall
in this county averages only about 12
inches annually as compared with 17 inches
in Curry and Roosevelt Counties. Crop
yvields are highly variable and crop failure
occurs often. Irrigated land accounts for
most of the crops produced. Major crops
are dry beans, alfalfa hay, sorghum grain,
sugar beets, and potatoes. Cattle and sheep
are important livestock enterprises. In
1954, about 60 percent of the farms were
classified as commercial and about 40 per-
cent as part-time or residential units.
Farms averaged nearly 2,800 acres in
size, about 2-1/2 times as large as in 1940.

Major adjustments in farming have oc-
curred in all the study areas as a result
of mechanization and other technological
improvements infarming methods, changing
market outlets for farm products, and
growth of nonfarm employment opportuni-
ties.

Farm population has decreased in all
study areas, but reductions have been
especially large in the New Mexico, Maine,
and the Coastal Plain area of Georgia.

Farms have decreased in number and
increased in size in all areas, but changes
have been largest in the Maine and New
Mexico areas and in the Coastal Plain
area of Georgia (table 22),

South-central Iowa is the only study area
in which the acreage of harvested crops
increased from 1940 to 1954. All other
areas except the Nebraska counties showed
large decreases. Much of the reduction
shown for New Mexico was due to crop
failure in 1954. However, the decreases




TABLE 22.-- Changes in selected items related to farming, study areas, 1940 to 19541

Change from 1940 to 1954 Farm operators working
100 or more days off
Study area Number Land Total farm
of per cropland
farms farm harvested 1940 1955
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Maine:
Aroostook Countyeeeececeecee -3 43 - 14 11 19
Franklin-Kennebec.seeeeeoo. - 37 48 - 34 30 50
Georgia:
Piedmontececeeeessescccccess - 18 8 - 43 12 30
Coastal PlaiNeeeecescecoese - 31 58 - 25 8 20
Iowa: South Central.......... - 16 19 14 9 15
Nebraska: 4 countieS...eeeses - 22 28 - 7 5 10
New Mexico: Curry-Roosevelt.. - 15 38 - 38 10 20

1 Data from U.S. Census of Agriculture.

for the Georgia areas reflect the long-
term trends toward less cotton, corn, and
other grain crops, more hay and pasture,
and increased emphasis on forage-con-
suming livestock and forestry.

Characteristics of Farms and Farm
Operators

Farm owners participating in the con-
servation reserve differ from those not
participating in several important ways
(table 23). They have morenonfarm income,
more of them have off-farm jobs, moreare
retired or partially retired, and more live
off their farms. Relatively few full-time
commercial farm operators have discon-
tinued farming to enter the program. How-
ever, some farm owners in this group
participated with parts of their farms.

In the Maine, Iowa, and New Mexico
study areas, participants, especially whole-
farm participants, averaged older than
nonparticipants, but this was not true in
the Georgia and Nebraska areas. In the
Georgia study areas, many relatively young
participants combined off-farm employment
with part-time farming or continued to
live on their farms when they placed whole
farm units in the program.

In general, whole-farm participants had
more nonfarm employment and income

than did part-farm participants., Also, a
larger proportion of the whole-farm par-
ticipants lived off their farms.

The various groups differed little with
regard to the length of time they had owned
or operated their farms.

In all areas, part-farm participants had
larger farms than did whole-farm partici-
pants or nonparticipants (table 24). How-
ever, few other general observations can
be made about how the farms of those inter-
viewed differed in size. In the Maine,
Georgia, and Iowa areas, whole-farm par-
ticipants had farms that were smaller than
those of part-farm participants or nonpar-
ticipants. In Nebraska and New Mexico,
farms of whole-farm participants were
smaller than those of part-farm partici-
pants.

Quality of cropland in the program in
1959 compared with other cropland in the
study areas, as indicated by yields, market
value, real estate taxes per acre, and other
measures, was about as follows:

Maine - Below average in 1956-58 but

about average in 1959.

Georgia - Slightly below average.

Iowa - About 20 percent below average.

Nebraska - About 25 percent belowaver-

age.

New Mexico - Equal to other dryland in

the area.
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TABLE 23.-- Characteristics of participants and nonparticipants in Conservation Reserve Program, selected

study areas, 1959*

Maine Georgia New Mexico
. Iowa, Nebraska,
Ttem Unit Aroostook Frzgglln Pied- |[Coastal south- CZigy Torrance
County Kenmebec mont Plain central | counties Roosevelt | County
Counties Counties
Average age:
Whole-farm participants...... Year 59 58 55 51 57 53 61 59
Part-farm participants....... do. 53 53 55 54 50 58 50 53
A1l participantS.ececececceess do. 57 57 55 52 55 57 59 57
Nonparticipantse.eeeeceeeeoss do. 53 53 55 55 52 61 50 4é
Average number of years owned
or operated the farm:
Whole-farm participants...... do. 25 23 19 16 16 -- -- --
Part-farm participants..ees.. do. 17 17 20 22 13 -- -- --
Al participantS.eeceeseecess do. 23 21 20 20 15 14 -- --
NonparticipantS..eeeeeeeeecs. do. 20 19 23 22 15 22 -- --
Percentage living on the farm:
Whole-farm participantS...... |Percent 64 76 51 52 49 - 56 48
Part-farm participants..es... do. 77 76 77 84 75 -- 80 85
A1l participantSeeeeeceeccens do. 68 76 68 73 57 57 60 -
NonparticipantSeeeeseesescess do. 96 100 9% 87 96 79 86 80
Percentage working off-farm 100
days or more:?
Whole-farm participants...... do. 41 47 59 59 47 -- -- --
Part-farm participants....... do. 41 52 51 31 17 -- -- --
A1l participantSeeeeeececsess do. 41 49 54 41 38 -- -- --
NonparticipantSe.eeeeeeeesses do. 13 31 31 27 18 -- -- --
Percentage that had retirement
incomes, 1953:°
Whole-farm participants...... do. 30 34 - -- 37 -- 46 --
Part-farm participants....... do. 34 28 -- -- 10 -- 47 -
All participants..eceeeeeoe.e do. 31 32 30 19 29 - 47 --
NonparticipantS.eeeeeeececses do. 4 14 31 25 -- -- 41 -
Percentage that had nonfarm
incomes of $500 or more, 1958:%
All participantSececeeeeecess do. 46 57 52 39 - 46 16 --
NonparticipantSeeceeeeeeeseess do. 13 31 28 22 -- 29 14 --

1 See footnote 1, table 21 for studies from which these data were compiled. Data relate to owners or operators of the
farm. New Mexico data are for operators living in area. 2 Worked off farm 2 months or more in case of Iowa.

age that received Social Security payments in Nebraska and nonemployment income in New Mexico.
$1,200 or more in Maine and $2,500 or more in Georgia.

3 Percent-
4 Percentage with
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TABLE 24.-- Characteristics of farms with land in conservation reserve compared with nonparticipant farms,

selected study areas®

Maine Georgia New Mexico
Iowa,
. Franklin south- Nebraska, Curry
Ttem Unit Aroostook and Pied- | Coastal | central 4 and Torrance
County Kennebec | mont Plain counties | Roosevelt | County
Counties Counties
A1l land per farm:
Whole-farm participants...... Acre 135 152 181 214 177 225 870 -
Part-farm participants....... do. 197 258 373 488 288 305 1,452 -
A1 participantS..ciieeececs.. do. 146 172 306 393 211 274 1,210 -
Nonparticipants.e.eeeceeenes. do. 166 223 186 277 243 203 399 --
Cropland per farm:
Whole-farm participants...... do. 63 34 58 88 89 124 290 287
Part-farm participants....... do. 104 63 139 226 179 162 738 581
Al participantSeececeseesess do. 71 42 112 181 117 148 -- --
NonparticipantS..eeseeeesesss do. 92 4 68 140 142 120 295 290
Value of farm real estate per
acre:
Whole-farm participants...... | Dollar 88 77 83 86 -- 74 59 22
Part-farm participants....... do. 91 70 81 77 -- 67 86 63
A1 participantS.eeecececen.. do. 89 75 82 79 -- 72 78 --
NonparticipantSeeeeeceeceess. do. 112 63 83 67 - 140 251 75
Percentage of farms that had
dwellings occupied, 1959:
Whole-farm participants...... | Percent 75 89 - -- 68 -- 92 59
Part-farm participants....... do. 95 88 - - 87 -- 98 100
All participantS.ececeecceeess do. 79 89 9% 9% 77 -- -- -
NonparticipantSe.eeeeseeceess do. -- -- 98 98 -- -- 100 95

1 See table 21, footnote 1, for studies from which these data were compiled.



In the Maine and Georgia study areas,
the value of farm real estate per acre
was about as high for whole-farm partic-
ipants as for part-farm participants and
nonparticipants. The much higher value per
acre for nonparticipants than for partici-
pants in New Mexico resulted from the fact
that most nonparticipants had irrigated
land.

Farm owners who contracted parts of
their farms usually placed their least pro-
ductive land in the program. In Nebraska
and Iowa, the proportion of part-farm par-
ticipants was larger than in other areas.
In New Mexico, nonparticipants had crop-
land of relatively high value because about
half of it was irrigated. However, partic-
ipation in 1959 was mainly by whole farm
units.

Most participating farmers had farm
buildings, machinery, and livestock, al-
though they had less of these resources
than nonparticipating farmers.

Crop Production Reduced on Participating
Farms

Crop production on participating farms
would have been larger in all areas if it
had not been for retirement of cropland
from harvested use. However, expansion
in crop production on farms of nonpartic-
ipants was large enough in most of the
study areas to cause total crop production
to expand.

Estimates were made of reductions in
crop production valued at current prices
achieved per dollar of rental payment.
Reductions were largest on farms whose
operators placed all eligible land in the
program. Increased emphasis on partici-
pation by whole farm units beginning in
1959 helped to achieve a larger reduction
in crop output per dollar of rental payment
than in earlier years.

In Aroostook County, Maine, where many
farmers who formerly produced large
acreages of potatoes were participating
in the program, reduction in value of crops
produced averaged nearly $6for eachdollar
of rental payment. Reductions per dollar
of payment were relatively large on these
farms because cash expenses for hired
labor, seed, fertilizer, petroleum products,
and other supplies averaged more than 75
percent of gross receipts from sales of
potatoes and other farm products. Because
of larger acreages on nonparticipating
farms, however, the total acreage of potatoes
in the county was about as large in 1959
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as in 1954 and 1955 before the program.
But the potato acreage mighthaveincreased
if there had been no program. Only about
a third of the cropland in Aroostook County
is used to grow potatoes, and much addi-
tional land is suitable for growing this
crop. In the Franklin-Kennebec area, where
most of the cropland is used to grow hay,
reductions in crop production were rela-
tively small.

Estimates for south-central Iowa indi-
cate that the value of crops produced was
reduced about $2 for each $1 of rental
payment on participating farms. However,
only a small percentage of the cropland
area was in the program, and crop produc-
tion on nonparticipating farms more than
offset reductions on participating farms.
Thus, total crop production increased.

In the Georgia study areas, estimates
indicate that crop production valued atcur-
rent prices was reduced about $4 for each
dollar of rental payment on participating
farms. With discontinuance of the Acreage
Reserve, cotton acreages increased from
1958 to 1959, but cotton acreage per farm
of participants averaged less in 1959 than
in 1957 or earlier years. Participating
farms also reduced their acreages of pea-
nuts, small grains, and hay. Although total
crop production in the study areas may not
have been greatly reduced, no doubt it would
have been substantially larger had there
been no program.

Much larger quantities of wheat and sor-
ghum grain would have been produced in
the New Mexico areas in the 1958-60
period if it had not been for the program.
Weather was very favorable in the last
few years as compared with the 1950-56
period. It was estimated that production
reduction with crops valued at current
prices amounted to about $3 per dollar
of rental payment in 1958 and 1959. How-
ever, with normal weather and yields of
wheat averaging 6 bushels and of grain
sorghum 10 bushels, reduction in value of
crops produced would have averaged only
$2 for each $1 of rental payment. Although
crop production would have been larger
had there been no land-rental program,
total crop production in the study areas
increased as yields improved withfavorable
weather.

In the Nebraska study area, production
of corn, wheat, and sorghum grain was
reduced by about three-fourths of 1 percent
for each 1 percent of cropland placed in
the program. These estimates suggest that
crop production in the study area would



have been about 6 percent larger in 1959
if 8 percent of the cropland had not been
retired from use. As in other areas, crop
production on nonparticipating farms in-
creased enough to offset reductions onpar-
ticipating farms and to cause total crop
production to increase.

Rental payment rates in 1959 generally
were considered high enough to attract
additional participation of average quality
land in whole-farm units. In most sections
of the country, applications to place crop-
land in the conservation reserve in 1959
exceeded the acreage that could be con-
tracted with available program funds. The
priority ratings for individual farms that
were established were based on productivity
and value of the cropland and on the rates
at which farm owners offered to place crop-
land in the program. Farm owners who
had the most productive land relative to
the rental rates at which they offered the
land were awarded contracts.

Rental payments usually provided reason-
able returns to farm owners for their in-
vestments in land. For example, in Aroo-
stook County, Maine, rental payment per
$100 of farm real estate value after real
estate taxes averaged a little under 5
percent for whole-farm participants. Net
returns were much less, as participants
had to pay part of the cost of establishing
conservation cover, preventing growth of
weeds and brush on land putinthe program,
and maintaining fences, buildings, and other
improvements. However, they had the use
of buildings and noncropland on these farms.

Rental rates were not high enough to
compensate farm operators for losses of
income to labor, machinery, and other
inputs used in farm production. Conse-
quently, the program was attractive mainly
to farm owners who had alternative uses
for their labor and other inputs and were
concerned chiefly with receiving reasonable
returns from their investments in land and
establishing conservation cover. Much
higher rental payment rates would have
been necessary to prcvide reasonable re-
turns to other resources that were idled
as a result of discontinuing crop production.

Conservation Uses Being Established

Establishment of conservation cover on
cropland not well suited to crop production
has been a major program benefit,

In the Georgia and Maine study areas,
much cropland that could not be used
profitably for growing crops had been
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planted to trees. In Franklin and Kennebec
Counties, Maine, about 30 percent of the
contracted acreage had been planted to
trees and in the Georgia study areas,
nearly 70 percent. Much of the land con-
tracted in Georgia is subject to erosion or
is otherwise not well suited to cultivation.

In the Iowa and Nebraska areas, par-
ticipation had been greatest in areas where
much of the cropland is hilly and subject to
erosion. Grass had been established on the
conservation reserve land. :

Large areas of cropland in New Mexico
had been converted to grass. Establishment
of vegetative cover had been difficult, but
wind erosion had been reduced and soil
fertility maintained. Some nonparticipating
farmers commented adversely on the pro-
gram because land under contract was
sometimes a source of weeds. However,
damage from this source was reduced as
good grass cover was established.

Most participants had not decided upon
the use to which they would put cropland
in the conservation reserve when contracts
expired. In the Georgia and Maine study
areas where much of the acreage in the
program has been planted to trees, the
shift of land out of crop use is relatively
permanent. In the Iowa and Nebraska study
areas, however, most of the land in the
program may be used to grow crops when
contracts expire. In the New Mexico study
areas, about two-thirds of the participants
said they planned to keep the land in grass.
But if weather is favorable, much of this
land may be used to grow wheat and grain
sorghum,

Little Reduction in Machinery, Fertilizer,
and Other Inputs

Little change in expenditures for farm
production items had resulted from the
Conservation Reserve Program at the time
field interviews were made. Expenditures
for seed, fertilizer, and other items to
get conservation cover established on con-
tracted acres largely offset reductions in
expenditures for materials that would have
been used to grow harvested crops on land
placed in the program.

Some participants had sold farm ma-
chinery. For example, in the Iowa, Maine,
and New Mexico study areas, about a third
of those who had contracted all eligible
land on their farms had sold some farm
machinery. The comparable percentage for
the Georgia areas was only 15 percent.
Many of the whole-farm participants planned



to keep farm machinery for mowing Con-
servation Reserve land and other farm
jobs. Few part-farm participants planned
to dispose of any farm machinery.

Less fertilizer, petroleum products, and
other farm supplies probably will be used
on participating farms now that conserva-
tion cover has been established on most
land in the program. There was little
evidence to indicate that fertilizer appli-
cations per acre had increased on farms
with part of the eligible land retired from
use. For example, potato growers in Maine
and cotton growers in Georgia who used
large amounts of fertilizer did not change
their rates of fertilizer applications when
they reduced their acreages of potatoes and
cotton. Fertilizer use on farms of non-
participants had increased for corn, small
grains, hay and pasture, and in mostareas,
these increases were large enough to cause
total fertilizer use to increase.

Most participants had continued to live
on their farms. Relativelyfewhad takennon-
farm jobs since placing land in the pro-
gram, although manymay do so inthefuture.
Some have used the program as a means of
retiring or reducing the amount of farm-
work they perform. Many participants re-

ported that they hire less farmwork done. -

Many Reasons for Participation

Farm owners usually had several reasons
for participating. Many elderly owners,
for example, said that they wanted to do
less farmwork or retire, that rental pay-
ments were at least as much as they could
get from renting out land, and that they
wanted to conserve and improve their land.
Many of the younger participants had non-
farm jobs. The survey studies showed that,
in general, participants are concerned
chiefly with receiving reasonable returns
from their investments in land, not with
earning returns from use of their labor
and machinery in farming.

In Maine, participants could be classified
by employment status before placing land
in the program as follows: Little or no
farmwork because of retirement or poor
health - 40 percent; nonfarm jobs of 100
or more days more than 40 percent;
mainly farmwork - less than 20 percent,

In Iowa, labor committed to farming was
the major factor affecting participation.
Almost a third of the participants were not
farming before they entered the program.
Most of them participated with whole-farm
units. More than 90 percent of the remain-
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ing two-thirds had off-farm employment,
or were at least 60 years old. Farmowners
who put parts of their farms inthe program
had relatively large farms and probably
could use their labor, machinery, and other
resources effectively on a smaller acreage.

Many of the Georgia participants said that
the conservation reserve was the mostprof-
itable use for the kind of cropland they put
in the program. Difficulty in obtaining
satisfactory hired workers, an assured
annual income from land, and the oppor-
tunity to conserve and improve land re-
sources were other reasons given for par-
ticipation. Help in establishing tree stands
was animportantincentive for participating.

In New Mexico, many participants had
received little or no return from their
land for several years before participation
because of droughts and crop failure. Most
participants, therefore, thought that the
conservation reserve would provide amore
profitable use of cropland than continued
crop production. Many of the participants
had irrigated farmland.

Most nonparticipants said they needed
all their cropland in order to utilize their
labor and machinery effectively. Many had
enough machinery and labor to operate
larger farms. In some areas, nonparti-
cipants mentioned that the program had
reduced the area of land available for rent.
In some areas, the program may have
retarded the trend toward larger farms.

There is little evidence that the program
accelerated the downwardtrendintotalfarm
population. In many instances, participants
who would have sold their farms and moved
away retired and continued to live on them.
Some who shifted to nonfarm work and.
continued to live on their farms said they
would have moved to towns or cities if it
had not been for the opportunity to obtain
a reasonable return from their investments
in farm property by putting land in the
conservation reserve., In these instances,
land might have become a part of neigh-
boring farms and farm population would
have decreased more than it did with the
program.
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APPENDIX - DESCRIPTION OF THE
PROGRAMS

Acreage-Allotment and Marketing-Quota
Programs in the 1950's

Acreage-allotment and marketing-quota
programs are an integral part of price-
support programs for the basic commodi-
ties. The U, S, Department of Agriculture
is required by law to announce in advance
of the marketing year the levels at which
prices to farmers for these commodities
will be supported. If production exceeds
what market outlets will take at these
prices, the Department supports prices
by nonrecourse loans or purchase agree-
ments with farmers. It is by this process
thet the Department has acquired large
holdings of the basic commodities. Accumu-
lations of stocks have two effects: (1) They
tend to lower the minimum levels of price
support for crops other than tobacco; and
(2) they may affect the size of acreage
allotments and bring into effect marketing-
quota programs designed to reduce acreages
and thereby reduce production and maintain
or improve prices of the basic crops.

Legislation in effect during the 1950's
required that prices of basic commodities
be supported at not more than 90 percent
of parity nor less than levels called for
by minimum support schedules ranging
from 65 to 90 percent of the parity price,
depending upon the relation of total supply



to normal supply. Total supply includes
stocks and estimated production and im-
ports for the year ahead. Normal supply
includes normal carryover stocks and esti-
mated exports and domestic use in the year
ahead. Parity prices measure the purchas-
ing power of a commodity interms of things
farmers buy for use in production and con-
sumption against the base period, 1910-14,
equal to 100 percent,

The Department is requiredbylawtopro-
claim marketing quotas for peanuts and to-
bacco each year. Quotas must be proclaimed
for other quota crops as follows: upland cot-
ton if total supply exceeds normal supply,
extra long staple cotton if total supply ex-
ceeds normal supply plus 8 percent, rice it
total supply exceeds normal supply plus 10
percent, and wheat if total supply exceeds
normal supply plus 20 percent, Individual
farm as well as national marketing quotas
are established. Before they can become
operative, marketing quotas must be ap-
proved by at least two-thirds ofthe affected
growers voting in referendums. If producers
disapprove quotas, support levelsdropto 50
percent of parity in the case of wheat, cot-
ton, rice, and peanuts, and become inappli-
cable in the case of tobacco.

When acreage allotments are in effect,
growers must comply with allotments to be
eligible for loans or purchase agreements
under price-support programs. When
acreage allotments with marketing quotas
are in effect, penalties may be assessed on
growers who exceed their allotments.

Acreage-allotment and marketing-quota
programs were in effect for peanuts and
most types of tobacco throughout the 1950's
(table 25), They were in effect for wheat,
cotton, and rice in 1950, but were discon-
tinued in 1951 because of the national
emergency caused by the Korean war when
market outlets expanded mainly because of
larger exports. As stocks of wheat, cotton,
and rice accumulated, acreage allotments
with quotas were established for wheat and
cotton beginning in 1954 and for ricebegin-
ning in 1955. They have continued in effect
since then.

Acreage allotments for corn were in ef-
fect from 1954 through 1958 and were then
discontinued. As corn was not a quota
crop, growers could exceed their allot-
ments and market corn without penalty,
but if they did so, they were noteligible for
price support under Department programs.

TABLE 25.-- National acreage allotments for basic farm commodities, 1950-60%

Corn. Cotton, Tobacco
Year Wheat (cogﬁzzggal upland fice Peanuts Burley | Flue-cured
type 31 |types 11-14
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
acres acres acres acres acres acres acres
19500 eieecess 72,776 46,247 21,000 1,593 2,200 418 969
195)ceeccnnes - - -— - 1,889 472 1,119
1952 eeeennns -—- - - -—- 1,706 475 1,127
1953 ieeennns -— -— - -— 1,678 433 1,045
1954 ¢ieecnnes 62,809 46,996 21,379 - 1,610 399 1,053
1955, ceecenns 55,802 49,843 18,113 1,928 1,610 309 1,007
19560 eeeccass 56,226 43,281 17,391 1,653 1,650 309 888
1957 ceeeianes 55,000 37,289 17,391 1,653 1,611 309 711
1958 ceeannss 55,000 38,818 17,391 1,653 1,612 309 712
1959 ceananse 55,000 -— 16,000 1,653 1,612 309 713
1960ceeececns 55,000 -— 16,000 1,653 1,612 309 713

1 Acreage allotments announced for wheat and rice in 1951 were terminated because of the
national emergency caused by the Korean war. The allotment announced for corn in 1956 was
terminated by the Agricultural Act of 1956, which provided for use of a 5l-million-acre
"base acreage'" for the commercial corn-producing area in 1956. Acreage allotments were not
in effect for corn in 1959 and 1960. For additional explanation, see Acreage Allotment and

Marketing Quota Summary (7).



If special legislation had not established
minimum quotas, acreage allotments would
have been smaller after 1954 as carryover
stocks continued to increase. For example,
national acreage allotments could not be
less than 1,610,000 acres for peanuts be-
ginning in 1954, 55 million acres for wheat
beginning in 1955, and 1,653,000 acres for
rice beginning in 1956. They could not be
less than 17,391,000 acres for upland cotton
in 1956, 1957, and 1958 or less than
16,000,000 in 1959 and 1960. In 1959 and
1960, however, growers of upland cotton
could exceed their allotments by as much
as 40 percent if they were willing to accept
a lower level of price support,

Levels of price support announced by
the Department were at 90 percent of
parity for all basic commodities in 1950
(table 26)., They have remained at this
level for most types of tobacco, but have
decreased for the other basic crops as
stock accumulation caused total supplies
to increase relative to normal sup-
plies.

The Acreage Reserve Program

Under the Acreage Reserve Program,
farmers who agreed to reduce their
acreages of wheat, corn, upland cotton,
rice, peanuts, and most types of tobacco
below their allotments for these crops were
eligible to receive annual payments from
the U, S. Department of Agriculture to
compensate them for loss of income. The
program was effective for corn only in
areas designated as commercial under
acreage-allotment programs, for peanuts
only in 1956, and included some long staple
cotton onlyin 1956. Agreements or contracts
were for one year. No crops could be
harvested from land putinacreage reserve,
nor could the land be grazed. If the farmer
harvested more acres of the contract com-
modity than were allowed byhis agreement,
or if he grazed or harvested his reserve
acreage, he lost his rental payment and
was required to pay a civil penalty equal
to half the agreed wupon amount of
rental.

TABLE 26.--Parity ratio for all farm products and percentages of parity at which
farm prices of basic commodities were supported, 1950-60%

Percentage of parity at which prices of basic
Parity commodities were supported?
ratio
Year for all Tobacco
farm Upland
products | Wheat Corn Cgtiﬁn Rice Peanuts Burley | Flue-cured,
type 31 |types 11-14
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
1950... 101 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
1951... 107 90 90 90 90 88 90 90
1952... 100 20 90 90 90 90 91 91
1953... 92 91 90 90 91 90 91 92
1954... 89 90 90 90 91 90 91 90
1955... 84 82.5 87 90 86 90 91 91
1956... 83 82.6 84 82.5 82.5 86 90 90
1957... 82 80 77 78 82 81 90 90
1958... 85 75 77 81 75 81 90 90
1959... 81 75 66 80 75 75 90 90
1960... 80 75 65 75 75 78 90 90

1 The parity ratio measures the purchasing power of real value of farm commodities in
terms of the goods and services farmers buy for use in production and consumption with the

base period, 1910-14, equal to 100 percent.

2 Support levels above 90 percent in some years resulted because the support price per
unit of product announced early in the year to reflect 90 percent of parity actually
resulted in a support level above 90 percent later in the year when the commodity was

marketed.
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Farmers could participate in both the
Acreage Reserve and the Conservation
Reserve Programs, but the same land could
not be placed in both programs in the same
vear. Each tract of land placed ina program
had to be designated.

Historical acreage allotments of farmers
taking part in the Soil Bank were protected.
The part of the farm acreage allotment put
in the acreage reserve was classed as
land used to produce the crop for which
the allotment was established. Thus, future
allotments for a farm, a county, or a State
were not reduced because land was put in
the acreage reserve. Similarly, if any
acreage of allotment crops was diverted
into the conservation reserve, the acreage-
allotment history was protected during the
contract period.

Farmers who participated were required
to comply with all of their acreage allot-
ments in order to be eligible for rental
payments. However, farmers could harvest
up to 15 acres of wheatand 1 acre of peanuts
without becoming ineligible for rental pay-
ments or price supports on the other basic
crops. Payments toindividual producers for
placing land in the acreage reserve in 1958
could not exceed $3,000 for any one farm.

The Soil Bank law provided for protec-
tion of the interests of tenants and share-
croppers. They were eligible to participate
and share in payments together with land-
owners.

There were no restrictions in 1956 or
1957 on uses of remaining land on farms
where part of the cropland acreage was
placed in the acreage reserve. Acreages
of other crops, for example, could be in-
creased by shifting land from pasture to
crops. In 1958, however, farmers who
participated in the acreage reserve were
required to reduce their total harvested
acreage of crops designated as Soil Bank
base crops by the acreage they placed in
the program. Soil Bank base crops were
cultivated crops, grains, and most others
except those harvested for hay or
forage.

Acreage goals and payment rates for 1957
illustrate program provisions (table 27).
Approximately $750 million were available
for making annual payments. Acreage goals
called for reductions in allotment crops
totaling between 20 and 25 million acres.
They were approximately equal to the
acreage equivalent of annual additions to
carryover stocks of wheat, feed grains,
cotton, and rice from crops harvested in
1952-55,

Rental payments per acre were estab-
lished for individual farms for each allot-
ment crop by county Agricultural Stabili-
zation and Conservation Committees. These
rates varied among farms, counties, and
States, depending upon differences in land
productivity, methods of farming, and other
conditions. In general, per acre payment
rates depending upon yield estimates and
national ''base' unit rates. For example,
the approximate national average rate of
$20.04 for wheat was the product of the
estimated national yield of 16.7 bushels
per acre multiplied by the national base
unit rate of $1.20 per bushel (table 27).
National base unit rates compared with na-
tional average farm support prices for
farmers who complied withtheir allotments
in 1957 were as follows:

National base
Crop Unit Natic?nal base Average_ unit rate as
unit rate  |support price| percentage of
support price
Dollars Dollars Percent
Wheat sesesssses | Bl 1,20 2.00 60
Cotton, upland.| Lb, 15 .288 52
COFMl easesssasees | BU, .90 1,40 64
RiCe.seeeesessees |CWL, 2,25 4,72 48
Tobacco, flue-
cured ......|Lb, .18 .508 35

Funds were allocated among States for
eligible crops, taking into account State
acreage allotments, normal yields, and ex-
pected participation. State Agricultural Sta-
bilization and Conservation Committees ap-
portioned funds among counties.

Initial limits on the number of acres a
farmer could put in the program were
established in order toafford anopportunity
for a large number of farmers to partici-
pate. These were as follows:

Cotton - 10 acres or 30 percent of the

allotment, whichever is larger.

Corn and rice - 20 acres or 30 percent

of the allotment, whichever is larger.

Wheat - 50 acres or 50 percent of the

allotment, whichever is larger.

Tobacco - Burley, dark air-cured, fine-

cured, and Virginia sun-cured: 1 acre
or 30 percent of the allotment, which-
ever is larger.

- All other tobacco: 3 acres or
30 percent of the allotment, whichever
is larger.

However, since available funds were not
exhausted by farmers who signed up to put
land in the program all limits were re-
scinded and farmers were permitted to



TABLE 27.-- Gcals, allocated funds, and approximate payment rates per unit of production
and per acre under 1957 Acreage Reserve Program, United States?®

Per acre National Approximate
+
Crep Prgiiam Al%iggéed yield base rates per
g estimates |unit rates?|acre?
1,000 1,200 Dollars Dollars
acres dellars
MNEBteeeeosssssssssssasssssss| 12,000 267,630 16.7 bu. 1.20 20.04
15,000
Cotton®eseeeeeeeenennsesaanes| 3,500 217, 500 361 1b. .15 54,15
4,500
COIMNetesesssssossnsasoscssanses 4,500~ 217,500 47.4 bu. .90 42.66
5,500
RiCEeeeoecoosononsscecesannsns 175~ 14,0C0 28.08 cwt. 2.25 63.18
225
TODACCO e s savsnnersssnnnneans 125- 34,055 1,440 1b. .176 253 .44
140
TOTALeeeennneeennnnnseeenas| 20,300- 750,685 -- -- --
25,365

1 Data are from The Soil Bank Program for 1957 (12).
2 These are payment rates per unit of production, dollars per bushel, per pound, or

cut.

3 These rates are those that would apply if all farmers participated to the same extent

~:ith land of average gquality.
4 Upland cotton.
5 Average for all types.

put their full allotments in the program
except for cigar binder types 51 and 52.

Acreage goals and per acre payment
rates for 1958 were similar to those for
1957.

The Acreage Reserve Program was dis-
continued after 1958. However, the writing
of new contracts under the conservation
reserve part of the Soil Bank Program
continued until 1960. As these contracts
may run as long as 10 years, some land
will continue in the conservation reserve
through 1969. A few contracts will extend
beyond 1969 because of inadequate supplies
of tree seedlings in 1960.

The Conservation Reserve Program

All land used regularly to grow crops,
including land in crops not requiringtillage,

such as tame hay, was eligible for the
conservation reserve, Farmers entered
into contracts for 3 to 10 years. They

agreed to keep land placed in the program
out of production for the duration of the
contract and to reduce the total acreage
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of crops grown on their farms by the
acreage put in the program. They also
agreed to establish a permanent vegetative
or woody cover for soil protection or a
water-storage facilityif anacceptable vege-
tative cover did not exist, If the land
already had suitable cover, contracts could
be for 3 years; otherwise, they had to run
for 5 to 10 years., When trees were planted
for cover, contracts had to be for 10 years.

Farm operators and owners receivedtwo
kinds of payments: (1) Annual per acre
rental payments each year of contract and
(2) cost-sharing payments for carrying out
conservation measures in the year these
measures were carried out. Cost-sharing
payments were made for establishing cover
crops where needed, for planting trees,
for building dams, pits, or ponds to pro-
tect cover crops or store water, and for
protecting wildlife through cover, shallow
flooding of cropland for wildlife, water
marsh management, or dam and pond con-
struction on land placed in the program.
No crops could be harvested from land put
in the conservation reserve, nor could
the land be grazed.



Rental payments were at two rates. A
regular or diversion rate was paid for
reductions in acreages of Soil Bank base
crops. These are cultivated crops, grains,
and most other crops except those har-
vested for hay or forage. A nondiversion
rental payment was made for reductions
in eligible cropland in excess of the Soil
Bank base.

The basic regular or diversion rate
averaged $10 per acre for the country as
a whole in 1956, 1957, and 1958. In 1956
and 1957, the nondiversion rental rate was
30 percent of the regular rate, or $3 per
acre. Basic annual payment rates varied
among States. In 1957, for example, they
ranged from $7 per acre in Nevada to $13
per acre in Connecticut, Massachusetts,
New Jersey, and Washington. State Agri-
cultural Stabilization and Conservation
Committees could vary payment rates by
counties based ondifferences inland values,
prevailing land rents, and land productivity.
They could also establish differing payment
rates to take into account differences in soil
productivity and other conditions among
farms within counties.

Changes were made in provisions per-
taining to nondiversion rental rates in 1958
to encourage more farm owners and opera-
tors to participate with whole-farm units,
to encourage participation by farmers who
had large acreages of hay, and to put
greater emphasis on forestry and wildlife
practices., In 1957, farmers with a Soil
Bank base of 30 acres or less could put
any part of this acreage in the program at
the regular diversion rate and any part of
their remaining cropland at the nondiversion
rate. But farmers with a Soil Bank base
of more than 30 acres were required to put
all of this acreage in the program before
they could put in any land at the nondiver-
sion rate. In 1958, however, a farmer with
a Soil Bank base of more than 30 acres
was permitted to put land in the Conserva-
tion Reserve at the nondiversion rate up to
the number of acres he put inatthe regular
rate.

In 1958, also, County Agricultural Stabili-
zation and Conservation Committees were
authorized to raise the nondiversion pay-
ment rates to 50 percent of the regular
rate, when all eligible land on a farm was
placed in the conservation reserve, or when
any land placed in the program was planted
to forest trees. County committees also
were authorized to raise the nondiversion
payment rate up to 100 percent of the
regular rate when all of the eligible land
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on a farm was placed in the program and
planted to forest trees.

In 1956 and 1957, payments could be made
to cover upto 80 percent ofthe cost to farm-
ers of establishing conservation practices
on land put in the program. However, in
1958, as well as in 1959 and 1960, practice
payments were the same as those under the
Agricultural Conservation Payments Pro-
gram wherever the latter were at a level
lower than 80 percent of cost.

What generally became known as the
experimental bid program was also in
effect in 1958, Early in 1958, farmers in
Maine, Illinois, Nebraska, and Tennessee
were invited to make bids or offers to put
all eligible land on their farms in the
conservation reserve for not less than 5 or
more than 10 years. Farm owners indicated
on application forms the annual rental rates
they would accept, the number of eligible
acres on their farms, the length of con-
tract requested, and acreages and yields
of crops grown in the last few years, to-
gether with other information. County Agri-
cultural Stabilization and Conservation
Committees made productivity ratings for
farms for which bids were received. These
ratings were based on a number of con-
siderations including yields, kind of soil,
location of the farm, and improvements on
the land. County committees had no knowl-
edge of the bid rates submitted by farmers
when these productivity ratings were made.
Productivity ratings were expressed as
percentages of the county average. Bid
rates submitted for individual farms were
then divided by productivity ratings to
obtain adjusted bid rates. These adjusted
bids were arrayed from the lowest to the
highest. However, only in Maine were any
of these bids accepted. In this State, nearly
a fourth were accepted. Farm owners whose
bids were not accepted were eligible to
put cropland in the regular program in
1958, and many did so.

Major changes in program provisions
were made beginning in 1959, after the
Acreage Reserve Program was discon-
tinued, to encourage farm owners to place
relatively high-yielding land in the con-
servation reserve and tomake participation
of whole farm units more attractive. The
national basic annual rental rate was in-
creased to $13.50 per acre, or by 35 percent.
Farm owners who agreed to put all eligible
land on their farms in the program could
earn the regular or diversion rate plus 10
percent for all eligible acres, provided the
contract period was for notlessthan5 years.



In 1959, also, County Agricultural Sta-
bilization and Conservation Committees
established what were called maximum
annual payment rates for land on appli-
cants' farms. These maximum rates could
vary from 50 percent below to 50 percent
above the county average annual basic pay-
ment rate, depending upon productivity,
usual rental rates, and market value of land
on individual farms. However, they could
not exceed 20 percent of the estimated value
of the land or $25 per acre, whichever was
lower. Farm operators or owners who made
applications were notified of the maximum
payment or rental rate establishedfor their
farms. They could then offer eligible land at
less than these maximum rates if they
wanted to gain additional assurance that
their land would be accepted. It was ex-
plained to farmers that if applications were
larger than could be accepted with available
funds, those who offered their land at the
lowest rates relative to the maximum rates
established for their farms would be ac-
cepted first. More than 51 percent of the
land offered was at rates lower than the
maximums established.

Other program provisions in 1959, in-
cluding those relating to eligible land and

payment rates for establishing conserva-

tion practices, were similar to those under
the 1958 program.

Program provisions in 1960 were similar
in most respects to those in 1959, However,
additional restrictions on eligible land were
established. For example, cropland was not
eligible if its ownership had changed since
1956, unless ownership had changed because
of inheritance upon the death of the 1956
owner. Lands owned by State, county, town
or local units of government, or by certain
clubs and associations were not eligible.
Farms that had been operated by or with
tenants in 1958 and 1959 were not eligible
unless the contract designated tenants to
share in the annual payment. Farms that
were idle in both 1958 and 1959 were not
eligible unliess the farm was idle as the
result of a conservation reserve contract
or acreage reserve agreement. Land that
had been rented for cash or for a fixed
amount of a commodity could not be ap-
proved for contract at an annual rate higher
than the rent per acre paid for the land.
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In addition, a change in method of approving
contracts was made. Applications for con-
tracts were not accepted unless the pay-
ment rate per acre offered by the applicant
was below the basic rate (or what has been
referred to above as the maximum rate)
established by the county committee for the
land offered. This provision was designed
to help obtain as much participation as
possible from limited program funds and
to make known the competitive bidding
feature of the program.

Participation in Soil Bank Programs

Total acreage in the Soil Bank increased
from a little less than 14 million in 1956
to nearly 28.7 million in 1960 (table 28).
These acreages are equivalent to 3.0 and
6.2 percent, respectively, of the total area
of cropland reported by the 1954 Census
of Agriculture. The acreage reserve ac-
counted for 60 percent or more of the total
acreage in the Soil Bank through 1958,
Acreage in the conservation reserve in-
creased from a little less than 10 million
acres in 1958 to more than 28 million in
1960.

Many more farmers participated in the
acreage reserve than in the conservation
reserve. In 1958, for example, there were
more than a million agreements in the
acreage reserve as compared with 125,000
in the conservation reserve (table 29). In
1960, there were 306,000 farms with land
in the conservation reserve, or only about
30 percent as many as were in the acreage
reserve in 1958, Some farms with land in
the acreage reserve had more than one
agreement. For example, there could be
separate agreements for acreage reductions
in wheat, corn, cotton, or other allotment
crops on the same farm. Usually, however,
there was only one conservation reserve
contract for each farm. If a farmer who
had land in the conservation reserve placed
additional land in the program, the old
contract was discontinued and a new con-
tract written. For the country as a whole,
about 20 percent of the farms had land in
the Soil Bank in 1958 as compared with
6 percent in 1960,

Participants in the acreage reserve usu-
ally placed all of their allotment acres in



TABLE 28.-- Cropland in conservation reserve and acreage reserve of the Soil Bank,

United States, 1956-60

Program 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960
1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
acres acres acres acres acres
Conservation reserve:t
DiversSioNececseececesccocess 1,392 6,095 9,003 22,106 28,305
Nondiversion....... ceeeeaes 37 332 884 316 355
TOotaleeeeeeossacennaannns 1,429 6,427 9,887 22,422 28,660
Estimated normal use of crop-
land in conservation re-
serve:?
67} o P - 891 1,458 3,518 4,628
Wheateeeseoeeeeossssosenoans - 497 776 2,330 3,183
CottONeeeeencecanas cectenas - 114 180 517 683
PeanutSeeeeseseescensocanee -— 39 61 113 132
OatSeteeeesssanoans ceteenn - 1,149 1,842 3,237 3,956
Barleyeeeeecaeanns ceeseeann -—— 371 589 1,245 1,614
SOybeanSeeeeessecscscaasans _— 190 341 860 1,078
Grain sorghume..eeeeeecenee - 1,937 2,560 3,458 3,873
Hay and pasture.esecececessss _—— 447 868 3,659 4,959
Other CropSececscesseesaces - 733 1,114 2,081 2,649
Summer fallowe.... ceeeeenen - 168 265 1,034 1,331
Idle and faillur€ececesceses -— 96 157 925 1,265
Acreage reserve:
Wheateeeeeessoesceasensnnae 5,670 12,783 5,289 -— _——
COrNeveess ceeeee ceevens ceee 5,316 5,233 6,658 -— -
Upland COttonZ.veeeeeecens. 1,121 3,016 4,926 - -
RiCEeerssesronersonnanenns . 28 242 174 - -
TObACCO st aveaessensesnanas 33 80 111 _—— .
PeanutSeeeececenaaans cesean 4L, -—— - - -—
Tot8leeeeeeoossaacns ceees | 12,212 21,354 17,158 - -
Soil Bank:
Totaleseeeesnnesanneenass | 13,641 27,781 27,045 22,422 28,660

1 Cumulative totals.

2 Estimates from Conservation Reserve Program of the Soil Bank (§). The sum of the esti-
mates exceeds regerve acres because of double cropping and other multiple land uses.

3 Includes a small quantity of extra long staple cotton in 1956 in Puerto Rico and the
mainland.
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TABLE 29.-- Number of contracts and agreements in Soil Bank programs,

United States, 1956-60"
Progran 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960
Number Number Number Number Number
Conservation reserve contracts,
totaleiereneoneessoneceonnas 16,327 79,791 125,502 246,220 306,182
Acreage reserve agreements:
Wheat.eeoeeosoeseosssscsesnsne 11G, 974 233,004 174,451 - -
COTNovesesesconssesasssasans 314,761 323,686 355,789 -——- -
COTTONZ. e evereernnconennsens 95, 669 301,053 444,618 -— -
RiCEiteenseseersoscenescecnns 1,117 4,825 5,580 -— —
PeanutS.eeceseereiececennnns 5,310 —— - _— _—
TODACCO e eesessonasssacssses 20,093 51,828 68,832 -— -
Totaleeeeoeeeesoocasnonnns 547, 924 914,396 1,049,270 - -—
Soil Bank, totalZ.e.ee.eennnn.. 564,251 994,187 1,174,772 246,220 306,182

1 Number of farms earning annual payments in conservation reserve and number of agree-

meg'ts in acreage reserve.

Rico and the mainland.

Includes agreements for a small amount of extra long staple cotton in 1956 in Puerto

3 Total number of farms participating in the Soil Bank is somewhat less than the numbers
indicated since some farms participated in both the acreage and conservation reserves and
some farms had more than one acreage reserve agreement.

the program. Most of them did not par-
ticipate in the conservation reserve. How-
ever, many participants in the conservation
reserve put all eligible land on their farms
in the Soil Bank. Acres per contract or
agreement averaged larger for the con-
servation reserve than for the acreage
reserve:

Acres per agreement or contract in -

Acreage Conservation
Year reserve reserve
1956...... 22 88
1957...... 23 81
1958...... 16 79
1959...... -- 91
1960...... - 94

With discontinuation of the acreage re-
serve after 1958 and the establishment of
additional incentives to participate with
whole-farm units beginning in 1959, an
increasing proportion of the participants
put whole-farm units in the conservation
reserve. Whole-farm units accounted for
an increasing proportion of all land in the
Soil Bank, as shown by the following:

1958 1959 1960
Percentage of partici-
pants who placed whole-
farm units in the pro-
gram...... cereeienes creeene 30 63 70

Percentage of cropland

in Soil Bank accounted

for by whole-farm

L0 5 37 66 71

Some farms with all eligible land in the
Soil Bank in 1956, 1957, and 1958 partici-
pated in both the acreage and conservation
reserves.

Government expenditures under the pro-
gram also provide a measure of its mag-
nitude. Payments for annual rental and
conservation measures on cropland placed
in the Soil Bank totaled $814 million in
1958, but they were less than half this
amount in 1959 and 1960 (table 30). Annual
rental payments were equivalent to 4.2
percent of the total value of crops pro-
duced in 1958 and 2 percent in 1960.

Annual payment rates per acre in the
acreage reserve in 1958 averaged close
to the rates indicated earlier as national
average basic rates for 1957 (table 31).
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TABLE 30.-- Payments approved for rental and conservation measures on cropland
placed in Soil Bank Program, United States, 1956-60

Program 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960
1,000 1,000 1, 000 1,000 1,000
dol. dol. dol. dol. dol.
Conservation reserve:
Annual paymentS..eeceescecess 12,401 56,827 87,672 258,470 339,546
Conservation measurest...... 750 33,284 30,044 66,063 27,642
Totaleeesoeosoesosnosannas 13,151 90,111 117,716 324,533 367,188
Acreage Reserve:
Wheateeeooeoeoeeenonnennnans | 44,740 230,852 105,111 - -—-
COTNevesessseosconsnnnsennss | 179,664 196,418 285,255 -—-- -—-
Cottoneeeeoeeseneceesssnnans 27,336 153,296 270,208 -—- -—-
RiCEeeeeerncsnoossessnnsaans 1,39 15,467 11,942 -— -—=
PeanutSceeeeeececsssssacnnnss 596 -—- -—- -—— -
TObaCCOeesssesesssscennesess 6,633 17,8C6 26,516 - -—
Totaleeeeeenosneosnennsnass | 260,363 613,839 696,032 -—- -—-
Soil Bank, total...eeeeseseess | 273,514 703,950 813,748 324,533 367,188
1 Conservation measures carried out during the calendar year.
TABLE 31.--Annual payments per acre of cropland placed in Soil Bank,
United States, 1956-60
Program 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960
A Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
Conservation reserve: -
DiversioNeseseeesceeceees .o 8.84 9.22 9.30 11.62 11.93
Nondiversion..esee.. coces 2.72 2.79 bob2 4,89 5.14
All contractSeeseeses cees 8.68 8.84 8.87 11.53 11.85
Acreage reserve:
Wheat.eeeeeeerronseenssnnns 7.89 18.06 19.87 - -
Corne.... ceeccseesevrssnanse 33.80 37.53 42.39 -- --
Cottoneeesenesenss crecrenes 24.38 50.83 54..85 -- --
2 o 49.51 63.91 68.55 -- --
PeanutS.eeeeererseescecncons 13.54 -- - - -
TObaCCOeeeesseessssosnnnnas 204.08 223.42 239.71 -- --
All agreementS.veeeececs. 21.32 28.75 40.57 -- --
Soil Bank, all contracts and
agreementSeeeseesscenss ceees 20.00 28.98 11.53 11.85

24,14
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They were higher for each allotment crop
in 1958 than in 1957 or 1956, Apparently,
cropland placed in the acreage reserve in
1958 averaged about equal in quality to
other land normally used to grow these
' crops.

In the case of the conservation reserve,
annual payment rates averaged a little
below the nationally announced basic rate
of $10 per acre for 1956, 1957, and 1958
and substantially under the nationally an-
nounced basic rate of $13.50 per acre for
1959 and 1960. The procedure in 1959 and
1960 of establishing maximum per acre
payment rates based onproductivity ratings
for individual farms and permitting farm-
ers to offer land at less than these maxi-
mum rates in order to increase their
chances of obtaining contracts apparently
resulted in getting much cropland into the
conservation reserve at considerably less
than $13.50 per acre. For example, more
than 20 percent of the 1960 applicants filed
bids that were 15 percent or more belowthe
maximum rental established for their
farms.

Participation in the Soil Bank was rela-
tively large in the Great Plains and Moun-
tain Regions beginning in 1956, It has
continued large in these regions, but sub-
stantial percentages of the cropland in the

Southeast, Delta States, and Lake States
also were in the program in 1960 (table
32).

The conservation reserve accounted for
a fourth and the acreage reserve for
three-fourths of the 28 million acres in the
Soil Bank in 1957, Land in the conservation
reserve was distributed widely throughout
the country, although more than half was
in the Great Plains and Mountain Re-
gions.

With discontinuation of the acreage re-
serve after 1958, much land formerly in
this program was shifted to the conserva-
tion reserve. This was especially true in
the Great Plains and Mountain Regions.
In other sections of the country, however,
acreages in the conservation reserve in
1960 exceeded the totals in the acreage
and conservation reserves in both 1957 or
1958. From 1957 to 1960, percentage in-
creases were especially large in the South-
east, Delta States, and Lake States.

Land in the conservation reserve in 1960
was distributed throughout the country,
but some sections showed much heavier
concentrations than others. For example,
counties with 15 percent or more cropland
in the program were most numerous in
the Southeast, Southern Plains, and Northern
Plains (fig. 15).

TABLE 32.-- Percentage of cropland in Soil Bank, by regions, United States, 1957 and 1960%

1957 1960
Region2 Acreage Conservation Total coniegvat%on

Reserve Reserve ota reserve

Percent Percent Percent Percent
NortheasSte.ceeeeceseecessccesssanns 1.3 0.7 2.0 5.3
Corn Belleeeesoesseeseacencscnannns 2.9 .2 3.1 3.1
Take StateSeeeeeeececcccccssasccns 1.8 1.7 3.5 7.5
Appalachian.eeeeeeeecseeescecenanas 2.4 .3 2.7 3.9
SoUthEaSteeeesseeeesassssasacannsns 3.9 1.8 5.7 9.3
Delta StateSeeeeeeccsescccacascnas 3.1 .6 3.7 10.5
Southern PlainS.ceeeecceccesccsaas 6.9 3.8 10.7 9.8
Northern PlainS..cceccscescsccacas 8.4 1.1 9.5 6.7
MOUNtAINeeeeeseaacossassscsnsnnnasns 5.7 3.3 9.0 8.2
PaCifiCececesesccccascscosossccannas 2.3 .3 2.6 3.0
United StateSeceeeeecsecccaccace 4.6 l.4 6.0 6.2

1 Total cropland reported by 1954 Census of Agriculture (6).

2 See footnote 1, table 11,

3 The acreage reserve was discontinued after 1958.
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